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ing up to £4,000,, with the additional penalty of restoring many
farms that had been demolished.1
The exactions of the court of wards became more vexatious
than ever, with the result, says Clarendon,2 that all the rich fami-
lies of England were exceedingly incensed against the Grown,
because they felt that what the law had intended for their pro-
tection and preservation was now applied to their destruction.
The most productive of all these financial expedients was
ship money. This was no new levy, so far as the coast-towns
were concerned, for their obligation to provide ships for the navy
was acknowledged. The first writ of ship money, in 1634, was
strictly in accordance with precedent. Thus the one addressed
to the City of London demanded the delivery at Portsmouth
of a number of ships of specified tonnage and equipment, on
the ground that pirates were endangering commerce,3 It is
noteworthy that the Londoners were alone in petitioning against
this impost. The next year writs were again issued, but this
time they were directed to the inland counties as well as to the
ports. In the following year a third series of writs called on all
to contribute. By then it was clear that ship money was likely
to be transformed into a permanent source of revcnuej and signs
that it would be resisted wore discernible- Charles therefore
asked the judges whether he might command his subjects to
furnish such u number of ships as he should think fit for the
defence of the kingdom in time of danger, and they gave an
affirmative answer,4 Their opinion was published, in the hope
of deterring men from appealing to the law-courts against the
legality of ship money. Nevertheless the persistence of John
Hampdcn resulted in a test case, Its importance was universally
recognized. As one of the judges said, AThis is one of this greatest
cases that ever came in judgment before the judges of the law,'5
By the narrowest possible margin the decision went against
Hampden, but the grounds on which the majority of the judges
based their verdict were more alarming to constitutionalists
than the decision itself, In particular the judgement of Sir
Robert Berkeley was significant for its support of the preroga-
tive. The law, he said, is an old and trusted servant of the king's
and the instrument or means which he uses to govern his people
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